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DETAILED ACTION 



Claim Objections 

1. Claims 2, 8-11, 13-24, and 26-35 objected to because of the following informalities: 
• In line 1 of each of these claims, "comprising" should be replaced with "further 

comprising". 
Appropriate correction is required. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

2. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 12: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly claiming the 
subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention, 

3. Claims 8 and 12-35 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, second paragraph, as being 
indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which 
applicant regards as the invention. 

4. Claim 8 recites the limitation "the Internet Service Provider" in line 3. There is 
insufficient antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. Claim 7 includes at least one 
Internet Service Provider; it is unclear to which of these the above mentioned phrase refers. 

5. Claims 12 and 25 recite the limitation "the communications link manager" in line 6. 
There is insufficient antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. The preamble of each claim 
recites at least one ground based communications link manager; it is unclear to which of these 
the above mentioned phrase refers. Claim 29 also includes the limitation "the communications 
link manager" in line 3 and is similarly rejected. 
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6. Claims 13-24 and 26-35 depend from claims 12 and 25, respectively, and are thus 
indefinite for the reasons stated above. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC§ 103 

7. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 

obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

8. This application currently names joint inventors. In considering patentability of the 
claims under 35 U.S.C. 103(a), the examiner presumes that the subject matter of the various 
claims was commonly owned at the time any inventions covered therein were made absent any 
evidence to the contrary. Applicant is advised of the obligation under 37 CFR 1 .56 to point out 
the inventor and invention dates of each claim that was not commonly owned at the time a later 
invention was made in order for the examiner to consider the applicability of 35 U.S.C. 103(c) 
and potential 35 U.S.C. 102(e), (f) or (g) prior art under 35 U.S.C. 103(a). 

9. Claims 1, 2, 4-9, 11-15, and 17-19 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over U.S. Patent Application Publication 2005/0169220 to Sreemanthula et al in 
view of U.S. Patent Application Publication 2003/0182445 to Smith et al. 

Regarding claim 1, Sreemanthula discloses a routing system operable to link a mobile 
platform (MR3 of the mobile network MONET 1 of Figure 2) to the Internet (element 2 of 
Figure 2), comprising: 



Application/Control Number: Page 4 

10/826,070 

Art Unit: 2619 

a ground based communications link manager communicatively linkable to the mobile 
platform (AR-1 5 of Figure 2); 

an initial destination address assignable to the mobile platform (the care-of-address CoA 
described in paragraph 1 1 on page 1, for example); 

and a prefix server program operable to communicate the initial destination address of the 
mobile platform to the communications link manager and to the Internet (this functionality is 
described in paragraph 1 1 on page 1 which indicates how the CoA is communicated via a 
binding update (BU) to the HA_MR 8 which is connected to the Internet). 

Although Sreemanthula discloses the assignment of prefixes to the MR, Sreemanthula 
does not disclose expressly that this is performed by a prefix server. Specifically, Sreemanthula 
does not disclose expressly at least one ground based prefix server in operable communication 
with the communications link manager. 

However, Smith discloses at least one ground based prefix server in operable 
communication with the communications link manager (prefix server 14 of Figure 4, for 
example). 

Sreemanthula and Smith are analogous art because they are from the same field of 
endeavor of network mobility in the Internet. At the time of the invention, it would have been 
obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art to modify Sreemanthula to add the prefix server of 
Smith. The motivation for doing so would have been to allow efficient and automatic 
assignment of prefixes to routers from a group of available prefixes as suggested by Smith in 
paragraph 3 on page 1. Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine Smith with 
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Sreemanthula for the benefit of efficient and automatic prefix allocation to obtain the invention 
as specified in claim 1 . 

Regarding claim 7, Sreemanthula disclose a method for operating a mobile platform 
communications system prefix server, comprising: 

linking the prefix number to a mobile platform destination address (see paragraph 1 1 on 
page 1 which describes how the CoA is reconfigured based on the prefix and thus linked to the 
prefix); 

and signaling to at least one Internet service provider the location of the mobile platform 
destination address (the BU sent to the HAMR as described in paragraph 11 on page 1; the HA 
links the MR to the internet and thus provides internet service). 

Sreemanthula does not disclose expressly the selecting or the first linking steps of claim 
7. However, Smith discloses selecting a prefix number from a plurality of prefix numbers (see 
paragraph 14 on page 1) and linking the prefix number to a mobile platform identification 
number (the contact address in table 2 on page 4). 

Sreemanthula and Smith are analogous art because they are from the same field of 
endeavor of network mobility in the Internet. At the time of the invention, it would have been 
obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art to modify Sreemanthula to add the prefix server of 
Smith. The motivation for doing so would have been to allow efficient and automatic 
assignment of prefixes to routers from a group of available prefixes as suggested by Smith in 
paragraph 3 on page 1 . Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine Smith with 
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Sreemanthula for the benefit of efficient and automatic prefix allocation to obtain the invention 
as specified in claim 7. 

Regarding claim 12, Sreemanthula discloses a method for maintaining communications 
contact between a mobile platform (MR3 of the mobile network MONET 1 of Figure 2) and the 
Internet during a travel segment of the mobile platform using at least one ground based 
communications link manager (AR-1 5 of Figure 2), the method comprising: 

and signaling via a prefix server a destination address of the mobile platform using the 
prefix number communicated via the communications link manager (see paragraph 1 1 on page 1 
which indicates how the destination address (CoA) is communicated to the HA_MR when the 
MR 3 travels to a new AR (AR-2)). 

However, Sreemanthula does not disclose expressly the creating, programming, and 
assigning steps. However, Smith discloses creating at least one ground based prefix server 
operable to communicatively link the mobile platform and the communications link manager 
(prefix server 14 which provides the prefix used by the mobile platform (MR) to communicate 
with the communications link manager (AR)); 

programming the prefix server to operatively select a prefix number for the mobile 
platform from a plurality of prefix numbers (see paragraph 14 on page 1); 

assigning the prefix number to the mobile platform for the travel segment (again, see 
paragraph 14 on page 1 which indicates that the selected prefix is assigned to the router). 

Sreemanthula and Smith are analogous art because they are from the same field of 
endeavor of network mobility in the Internet. At the time of the invention, it would have been 
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obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art to modify Sreemanthula to add the prefix server of 
Smith. The motivation for doing so would have been to allow efficient and automatic 
assignment of prefixes to routers from a group of available prefixes as suggested by Smith in 
paragraph 3 on page 1. Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine Smith with 
Sreemanthula for the benefit of efficient and automatic prefix allocation to obtain the invention 
as specified in claim 12. 

Regarding claim 2, Sreemanthula discloses the limitation that the initial destination 
address of the mobile platform is assignable from the prefix number (see paragraph 1 1 on page 
1). However, Sreemanthula does not disclose expressly the limitation of a prefix number 
selectable from a plurality of prefix numbers. However, Smith discloses a prefix number 
selectable from a plurality of prefix numbers (see paragraph 14 on page 1). Sreemanthula and 
Smith are analogous art because they are from the same field of endeavor of network mobility in 
the Internet. At the time of the invention, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary 
skill in the art to modify Sreemanthula to add the prefix server of Smith. The motivation for 
doing so would have been to allow efficient and automatic assignment of prefixes to routers from 
a group of available prefixes as suggested by Smith in paragraph 3 on page 1 . Therefore, it 
would have been obvious to combine Smith with Sreemanthula for the benefit of efficient and 
automatic prefix allocation to obtain the invention as specified in claim 2. 

Regarding claim 4, Sreemanthula discloses the limitation that the prefix server and the 
ground based communications manager are in operable communication with the Internet using at 
least one of a plurality of Internet service providers (element 2 of Figure 2 is the Internet; thus 
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the prefix server and the communications manager are in communication with the Internet which 
is clearly provided by at least on Internet service provider). 

Regarding claim 5, Sreemanthula discloses the limitation that a new destination address 
is communicable to the Internet using the prefix server during a travel segment of the mobile 
platform (see paragraph 1 1 on page 1 which indicates that when the MR travels to a new access 
point, a new destination address is determined using the new prefix). 

Regarding claim 6, Sreemanthula discloses the limitation that the new destination address 
is operatively communicable to the Internet using a second communications link manager (see 
Figure 2; the AR-2 is the second communications link manager). 

Regarding claim 8, Sreemanthula discloses the limitations of adding data transfer routes 
between the mobile platform destination address and the Internet service provider (the binding 
update updates the HA so that the mobile nodes connected to the MR are routed data correctly 
via the routes from the HA to the MR as described in paragraph 10 on page 1); confirming if a 
two-way communications path is open between a mobile platform and a ground communications 
link manager (in Figure 2 and in paragraphs 10 and 1 1 on page 1 , the MR is aware of whether 
the communication link with the AR-1 exists); and withdrawing the data transfer routes when the 
two-way communications path is broken (in paragraph 1 1 on page 1, when the communication 
link with the AR-2 is opened and (the link with the AR-1 is closed), the binding updates are sent 
to indicate that the routes to AR-1 are to be withdrawn (changed to AR-2)). 
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Regarding claim 9, Sreemanthula discloses the limitation that the prefix server is 
positioned as a ground based unit in that the AR-1 and AR-2 are ground based units and the 
prefix server in the combination is connected by a cable to these devices. 

Regarding claim 11, Sreemanthula discloses the limitation of notifying a plurality of 
route servers of the prefix number in the binding updates described in paragraph 1 1 on page 1 . 

Regarding claim 13, Sreemanthula disclose the limitations of selecting a new prefix 
number upon initiation of a new travel segment of the mobile platform (see paragraph 1 1 on page 
1 which indicates that a new prefix is used when the MR moves to AR-2); creating a new 
destination address using the prefix server (the new CoA is created based on the new prefix; see 
paragraph 1 1); and signaling the new destination address using the prefix server during the new 
travel segment of the mobile platform to operatively maintain communication between the 
mobile platform and the Internet (the binding updates described in paragraph 1 1). 

Regarding claim 14, Sreemanthula discloses the limitations of establishing a two-way 
communication path between the mobile platform and the communications link manager 
(changing attachment points to AR-2); and adding a plurality of route paths using the prefix 
server after the two-way communication is established (the binding updates of paragraph 1 1). 

Regarding claim 15, Sreemanthula discloses the limitation of withdrawing the route paths 
when the two-way communication ends in paragraph 1 1 which indicates that the old routes (to 
AR-1) are changed to the new routes (to AR-2) via the binding updates when the two-way 
communication to AR-1 ends. 
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Regarding claim 17, Sreemanthula discloses the limitation of injecting a plurality of 
network layer reachability information using the prefix server in the binding updates of 
paragraph 1 1 . 

Regarding claim 18, Sreemanthula discloses the limitation of notifying a plurality of 
Internet route servers of the selected prefix number using the prefix server in the binding updates 
of paragraph 1 1 . 

Regarding claim 19, Sreemanthula discloses the limitation of parent claim 12 as 
described above. Sreemanthula does not disclose expressly the limitation of initially allocating 
the plurality of prefix numbers to a global pool of prefix numbers. However, Smith discloses 
initially allocating the plurality of prefix numbers to a global pool of prefix numbers (the 
available prefix numbers is a global pool of prefix numbers). Sreemanthula and Smith are 
analogous art because they are from the same field of endeavor of network mobility in the 
Internet. At the time of the invention, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in 
the art to modify Sreemanthula to add the prefix server of Smith. The motivation for doing so 
would have been to allow efficient and automatic assignment of prefixes to routers from a group 
of available prefixes as suggested by Smith in paragraph 3 on page 1 . Therefore, it would have 
been obvious to combine Smith with Sreemanthula for the benefit of efficient and automatic 
prefix allocation to obtain the invention as specified in claim 19. 

10. Claims 3, 10, and 16 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over U.S. 
Patent Application Publication 2005/0169220 to Sreemanthula et al in view of U.S. Patent 
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Application Publication 2003/0182445 to Smith et al in further view of U.S. Patent Application 
Publication 2003/0048786 to D'Annunzlo. 

Regarding claims 3 and 10, the combination of Sreemanthula and Smith discloses all 
limitations of parent claims 1 and 7 as discussed above. However, the combination of 
Sreemanthula and Smith does not disclose expressly the limitation of using the well known 
border gateway protocol. However, D' Annunzlo discloses using the border gateway protocol to 
maintain routing information between the routers (see paragraph 22 on page 2). D'Annunzlo and 
Sreemanthula are analogous art as they are from the same field of endeavor of mobile networks. 
At the time of the invention, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to 
modify the above combination to use the BGP protocol in the MRs. The motivation would have 
been to allow the MRs to exchange route information with routers in different autonomous 
systems to allow proper routing of packet to the mobile nodes in the network. Therefore, it 
would have been obvious to combine D' Annunzlo with the combination of Sreemanthula and 
Smith for the benefit of updating routing information to obtain the invention as specified in 
claims 3 and 10. 

Regarding claim 16, the combination of Sreemanthula and Smith discloses all limitations 
of parent claim 12 as discussed above. However, the combination of Sreemanthula and Smith 
does not disclose expressly the limitation of mapping a unique aircraft identification number to 
the assigned prefix number using the prefix server. D'Annunzlo discloses the limitation of 
mapping a unique aircraft identification number to the assigned prefix number using the prefix 
server in the mapping of the aircraft tail number to the prefix as indicated in throughout (see the 
abstract for example). D'Annunzlo and Sreemanthula are analogous art as they are from the 
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same field of endeavor of mobile networks. At the time of the invention, it would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to modify the above combination to use the aircraft tail 
number to map the prefix number of the MR in the situation where the MR is on an aircraft. The 
motivation for doing so would have been to simplify the routing as suggested by D'Annunzlo in 
paragraph 7 on page 1 . Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine D'Annunzlo with the 
combination of Sreemanthula and Smith for the benefit of simplifying the routing to obtain the 
invention as specified in claim 16. 

Allowable Subject Matter 

1 1 . Claims 20-24 would be allowable if rewritten to overcome the rejections under 35 
U.S.C. 1 12, 2nd paragraph, set forth in this Office action and to include all of the limitations of 
the base claim and any intervening claims. 

12. Claims 25-35 would be allowable if rewritten or amended to overcome the rejections 
under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, 2nd paragraph, set forth in this Office action. 

13. The following is a statement of reasons for the indication of allowable subject matter: 
Regarding claim 20, the prior art of record discloses all limitations of parent claim 19. 

However, the prior art of record does not disclose the limitation of creating a local pool operable 
to contain a first portion of the plurality of prefix numbers and assigning the local pool to an 
autonomous system in operable communication with the Internet in combination with all 
limitations of the parent claims. Claims 21-24 are indicated as allowable as they depend from 
claim 20. 
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Regarding claim 25, the prior art of record does not disclose the combination of creating 
at least one ground based prefix server operable to communicatively link the mobile platform 
and the communications link manager; submitting a mobile platform request for the prefix 
number at the initiation of the travel segment; assigning the prefix number to a mobile platform 
identification number; and operating the prefix server to signal a destination address of the 
mobile platform using the prefix number communicated via the communications link manager in 
combination with all other limitations of this claim. Claims 26-35 are allowable as they depend 
from claim 25. 

Conclusion 

14. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to applicant's 
disclosure. 

• U.S. Patent Application Publication 2006/0050628 to Ng'et al discloses a mobile 
network control device. 

• U.S. Patent Application Publication 2005/0099971 to Droms et al discloses an 
arrangement in an access router for optimizing mobile router connections based 
on delegated network prefixes. 

• U.S. Patent Application Publication 2004/0032852 to Thubert et al discloses an 
arrangement for router attachments between roaming mobile routers in a mobile 
network. 

• U.S. Patent Application Publication 2006/0080460 to Kobayashi et al discloses a 
mobile router device. 
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• U.S. Patent Application Publication 2004/0010615 to Ernst et al discloses a 
system for mobile networks. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Robert C. Scheibel whose telephone number is 571-272-3 169. 
The examiner can normally be reached on Mon and Thurs (6:30-5:00) and Fri (6:30-12:30). 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Wing F. Chan can be reached on 571-272-7493. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would 
like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated 
information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 
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